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began work immediately after the bill
was approved by the President, or even
a month earlier, the field office spent
between eight and twelve weeks pre-
paring the report. It has now been nine
weeks since it was sent to Head-
quarters for approval, and we still have
no idea when the Corps will finally
issue it. Should a document take
longer to be approved than it did to be
drafted? Apparently, if it is to be ap-
proved by the Corps, it does. But it
shouldn’t.

Why is this document important?
Countless residents of the rural Pacific
Northwest rely on the benefits that the
Columbia and Snake River dams pro-
vide to our region and our nation. If
the Corps of Engineers is to study the
drawdown of a major multi-purpose
federal project like the John Day Dam,
it is imperative that its plans be sub-
jected to an open review by those of us
sent back here to Washington, DC to
represent these communities. Without
the formal views of the Corps, these
communities are left with excessive
and inexcusable uncertainty over the
future of their livelihoods.

Mr. President, I will continue to wait
for the Corps to provide a report. I do
not intend to wait patiently.

While I am on the topic of waiting, I
will address a second issue. The com-
munities in the Tri-City area of Wash-
ington state have been waiting since
1996 for the Corps of Engineers to com-
plete a legally required transfer of
riverfront land to local governments.
The Corps has claimed that it does not
have the funds to begin the process,
and although it has recently begun
working with the local communities to
come to a resolution, it still claims it
cannot complete the process without
an additional appropriation from this
Congress. Along similar lines, the
Corps claims that it cannot come up
with approximately $60,000 to manage
the Wallula, Stateline and Juniper
Canyon wildlife habitats, and must
lease the management of this impor-
tant, pristine land to the Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reserva-
tion. This transfer of land management
has raised many serious questions in
the minds of a number of my Tri-City
constituents, who have yet to receive a
comforting answer.

Taken on their own, these incidents
might not seem odd. The very same of-
fice of the Corps that claims poverty in
these latter two cases, however, sees fit
to spend freely in other areas. Mr.
President, I am sure you are aware of
Kennewick Man. Kennewick Man’s re-
mains were discovered in July, 1996, on
the shore of the Columbia River, near
Kennewick, Washington. Using carbon
dating techniques, scientist have deter-
mined Kennewick Man’s remains to be
more than 9,000 years old, by far the
oldest human remains ever found in
North America. This represents a
major breakthrough for the study of
ancient peoples in North America.

Mr. President, what would be the log-
ical thing to do with the land on which

Kennewick Man was discovered?
Should we study if further, or cover it
with boulders? Some of our nation’s
most esteemed anthropologists and ar-
chaeologists have answered—as I am
sure you or I would—that we should
allow the site to be studied further, in
the hope that we can learn even more
about early North American inhab-
itants. But that is not the way the
Corps sees it. If the Corps has its way,
it will helicopter tons of ‘‘rip-rap’’—
large stones—to the river and use them
to cover the site, after which it will
plant numerous willow trees, com-
pletely covering, and possibly destroy-
ing, important geological and archae-
ological evidence. Scientists studying
the site claim that this will erect an
‘‘impenetrable barrier’’ to future re-
search.

How much will it cost to cover this
important site? The Corps has not dis-
closed its estimate, but I have been
told by people in the local community
that it is likely to cost at least $100,000,
and perhaps as much as $250,000. In ad-
dition, the Corps claims, that should
scientists want to study the site in the
future, the boulders and trees can be
removed—at a cost of course. How
much? Another $100,000. Even then the
boulders are likely to have crushed any
remaining archaeological objects and
possibly changed the chemical makeup
of the soil, rendering future tests
worthless.

Mr. President, if the Corps of Engi-
neers cannot come up with $60,000 to
manage important wildlife habitats,
and cannot put together enough money
to begin satisfying its legal require-
ment to transfer land to local authori-
ties, how can it possibly justify spend-
ing upwards of a quarter-million dol-
lars, which the Congress never appro-
priated, to cover a potential gold mine
of archaeological information with
boulders and trees? Of course It cannot.
In fact, it has not even attempted to do
so. The Corps spokesman in Walla
Walla has refused to answer specific
questions about the pending contract
to cover the Kennewick Man site. If
this bureaucracy has its way, it will ig-
nore the concerns of the residents of its
district, lease important and pristine
land to an outside group to manage,
and then apparently use that money to
cover a site to which countless mem-
bers of the scientific community have
requested access. This is nothing short
of unbelievable.

Mr. President, The Corps of Engi-
neers has a lot of explaining to do. It
owes answers to Congress and it owes
answers to the people of the Tri-Cities.
I sincerely hope it will be more forth-
coming in the near future than it has
been in the recent past. If not, I anx-
iously await an opportunity to ques-
tion the Corps of Engineers during this
year’s appropriation process.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—VETO MESSAGE ON H.R.
2631, CANCELLATION DIS-
APPROVAL ACT

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leadership, I ask unanimous
consent at 5:50 p.m. this evening the
Senate lay aside the pending business
in order to resume the veto message to
accompany the military construction
appropriations bill and that there be 10
minutes remaining for debate to be
equally divided between Senator STE-
VENS and Senator BYRD. I further ask
that the vote occur at 6 o’clock p.m. on
the question: ‘‘Shall the bill pass, the
objections of the President to the con-
trary notwithstanding?’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—AMENDMENT NO. 1647

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that at 2 p.m. today the Senate re-
sume consideration of the pending
SNOWE amendment and that there be 3
hours and 50 minutes equally divided in
the usual form prior to a motion to
table, with the vote occurring on the
motion to table immediately following
the scheduled 6 o’clock p.m. vote with
respect to the veto message.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. For the information of
all Senators, the Senate will next vote
back to back at 6 o’clock p.m. this
evening.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, what
is the current order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 10 minutes under his leader
time and 5 minutes under morning
business.

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Chair. I
will use that time for some remarks
this morning.

f

GENERAL LEE BUTLER

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want
to take a moment to raise one of the
most critical issues facing this nation
today, nuclear weapons security, and
to call the Senate’s attention to one of
the most intelligent and courageous
people involved in the debate surround-
ing this issue, General Lee Butler.

At a National Press Club appearance
earlier this month, General Butler de-
livered an eloquent address entitled,
‘‘The Risks Of Nuclear Deterrence:
From Superpowers To Rogue Leaders.’’
His major conclusion was that, ‘‘. . . as
a nation we have no greater respon-
sibility than to bring the nuclear era
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to a close. Our present policies, plans,
and postures governing nuclear weap-
ons make us prisoners still to an age of
intolerable danger.’’

For those unfamiliar with General
Butler, let me provide some back-
ground on this distinguished American
that should add some context to his re-
marks. After graduating from the Air
Force Academy, General Butler spent
the next 33 years advancing through
the ranks of the U.S. Air Force.

In 1991, he was promoted to Com-
mander-in-Chief of the U.S. Strategic
Air Command and, shortly thereafter,
Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Stra-
tegic Command. In this last post, Gen-
eral Butler was responsible for the
overall U.S. strategy for deterring a
nuclear war and, if deterrence fails,
fighting such a war.

It is safe to say that very few Ameri-
cans know as much as General Butler
when it comes to nuclear weapons and
their role in our national security pos-
ture—from the concrete, such as the
physics of these weapons, to the more
abstract, such as deterrence theory.
When General Butler speaks about nu-
clear deterrence, people should listen.

In his National Press Club address,
General Butler spoke of the lessons he
has drawn from over 30 years of ‘‘inti-
mate involvement with nuclear weap-
ons.’’ I ask that his full statement be
included in the RECORD following my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. DASCHLE. General Butler sum-

marizes his experience in the following
terms:

I came to a set of deeply unsettling judg-
ments. That from the earliest days of the nu-
clear era, the risks and consequences of nu-
clear war have never been properly weighed
by those who brandished it. That the stakes
of nuclear war engage not just the survival
of the antagonists, but the fate of mankind.
That the likely consequences of nuclear war
have no politically, militarily, or morally
acceptable justification. And therefore, that
the threat to use nuclear weapons is indefen-
sible.

General Butler goes on to note that
for much of the Cold War period up to
the present, America’s massive nuclear
arsenal was justified and sustained on
the basis of a single concept: deter-
rence. However, his experience and
analysis led him to the inherent flaw in
the concept of deterrence.

Deterrence failed completely as a guide in
setting rational limits on the size and com-
position of military forces. To the contrary,
its appetite was voracious, its capacity to
justify new weapons and larger stocks unre-
strained. Deterrence carried the seed . . .
that spurred an insatiable arms race.

Mr. President, the consequences of
this paradox remain with us today—de-
spite the fall of the Berlin Wall and the
end of the Cold War. Consider where
the world is with respect to nuclear
weapons as we approach the end of the
20th century—over 50 years since man
developed the first nuclear device.

First, the United States and Russia
together still field nearly 15,000 strate-

gic nuclear weapons—each with a de-
structive power tens or hundreds of
times greater than the nuclear devices
that brought World War II to a close.
The closest rival, friend or foe, has less
than 500 strategic weapons.

Second, the United States and Russia
each still deploy large numbers of tac-
tical nuclear weapons. According to
unclassified sources, the United States
has about 500 to 1,000 operational tac-
tical nuclear weapons, and the Rus-
sians have about 4,000.

Third, both the United States and
Russia continue to operate large num-
bers of their strategic weapons, rough-
ly 5,000 weapons between them, on a
high level of alert, ready to be
launched at a moment’s notice. As
noted by Senator Sam Nunn and Dr.
Bruce Blair, ‘‘while [this] practice may
have been necessary during the Cold
War, today it constitutes a dangerous
anachronism.’’

Fourth, the United States and Russia
continue to adhere to nuclear plans
that permit the first use of nuclear
weapons and allow for the launch of
weapons after receiving warning of at-
tack but before incoming warheads det-
onate.

Mr. President, this is truly a very
troubling state of affairs, made all the
more so by the fact that the Cold War
has dissipated and our major adversary
during this period, the Soviet Union,
has long since ceased to exist. General
Butler’s conclusion is that the United
States and the world should aspire to
the abolition of all nuclear weapons.

General Butler makes a very compel-
ling case for this lofty yet pragmatic
goal. And, as General Butler will be the
first to note, it is not one that can be
quickly or easily achieved. It will es-
sentially require putting the nuclear
genie back in the bottle and being able
to verify that no country tries to let it
out.

This is a very difficult task to say
the least, and one that ultimately may
not be achievable. But that is no rea-
son not to try.

There is an old saying that, if you
shoot for the stars and miss, you still
could hit the moon. If in shooting for
the ultimate objective of nuclear elimi-
nation we take lesser steps that en-
hance our security, then the journey
will have been worthwhile.

At his National Press Club speech,
General Butler released a letter signed
by 117 leaders from 46 countries that
calls for the immediate removal of nu-
clear weapons from alert status, an end
to nuclear testing, the beginning of dis-
cussions on deeper reductions in the
U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals, and
the development of a plan for eventual
elimination of all nuclear weapons.
Among the signatories were Mikhail
Gorbachev, President Carter and
Helmut Schmidt.

In this regard, there are 3 initiatives
the United States could take imme-
diately to begin this journey to reduce
the threat of nuclear weapons:
dealerting a portion of U.S. and Rus-

sian strategic nuclear weapons, ratify-
ing the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty, and pushing for much deeper reduc-
tions in nuclear weapons than cur-
rently contemplated in START II.

Each of these steps make sense in
isolation. Together, they will lead to a
safer world, and one much closer to
that envisioned in the poignant re-
marks delivered by General Butler.

EXHIBIT 1
THE RISKS OF NUCLEAR DETERRENCE: FROM

SUPER POWERS TO ROGUE LEADERS

(An Address by Gen. Lee Butler to the Na-
tional Press Club, Washington, DC., 2 Feb-
ruary 1998)
Thank you, and good afternoon ladies and

gentlemen. Dorene and I are honored by your
presence and gratified by your welcome. Al-
though we are now proud residents of Ne-
braska—note the obligatory display of home
team colors—Dorene and I feel very much at
home in this city. I see many familiar faces
in this audience, which makes the moment
all the more special.

I have two roles to serve this afternoon,
both very much akin to the events marking
my appearance here just over a year ago. As
your speaker, I intend to address two mat-
ters that go to the Heart of the Debate over
the Role of Nuclear Weapons: Why these ar-
tifacts of the cold war continue to hold us in
thrall; and the severe penalties and risks en-
tailed by policies of deterrence as practiced
in the nuclear age.

But first, it is my privilege to announce a
compelling addition to the roster of distin-
guished international figures who have
joined their voices in calling publicly for the
abolition of nuclear weapons. Last year Gen-
eral Goodpaster and I unveiled a list of some
60 retired generals and admirals from a host
of nations who declared their strong convic-
tion that the world would be better served by
the total elimination of these weapons.
Today, at a press conference following my
remarks, Senator Alan Cranston and I will
present the names of more than one hundred
present and former heads of state and other
senior civilian leaders who have signed their
names to a powerful statement of common
concern regarding nuclear weapons and who
have endorsed a reasoned path toward aboli-
tion.

The willingness of this extraordinary as-
sembly to speak so publicly and directly to
these issues is very much in keeping with
what I have experienced since I became en-
gaged in the abolition debate some two years
ago. I have met legions of remarkable men
and women from every corner of the earth
who have labored long and patiently in this
cause. Their ranks have now been swelled by
tens of millions of citizens of our planet who
reject the prospect of living in perpetuity
under a nuclear Sword of Damocles.

My purpose in entering the debate was to
help legitimize abolition as an alternative
worthy of serious and urgent consideration.
My premise was that my unique experience
in the nuclear weapons arena might help
kindle greater antipathy for these horrific
devices and the policies which justify their
retention by the nuclear weapon states. My
purpose this afternoon is to share with you
the abiding concern I harbor about the
course of the debate. I accepted the Press
Club invitation because I believe this forum
is well suited to speak to that concern. In so
doing, I intend to render a much more ex-
plicit account than I have given to date of
the lessons I have drawn from over thirty
years of intimate involvement with nuclear
weapons.

Permit me, however, to preface my re-
marks by postulating that with respect to le-
gitimizing the prospect of abolition, there is
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much to applaud on the positive side of the
ledger. Nuclear issues now compete more
strongly for the attention of policy makers
and the media that often shapes their inter-
est. Converts are being won on many fronts
to the propositions that these issues matter,
that nuclear arsenals can and should be
sharply reduced, that high alert postures are
a dangerous anachronism, that first use poli-
cies are an affront to democratic values, and
that proliferation of nuclear weapons is a
clear and present danger. I am persuaded
that in every corner of the planet, the tide of
public sentiment is now running strongly in
favor of diminishing the role of nuclear
weapons. Indeed, I am convinced that most
publics are well out in front of their govern-
ments in shaking off the grip of the cold war
in reaching for opportunities that emerge in
its wake.

Conversely, it is distressingly evident that
for many people, nuclear weapons retain an
aura of utility, of primacy and of legitimacy
that justifies their existence well into the fu-
ture, in some number, however small. The
persistence of this view, which is perfectly
reflected in the recently announced modi-
fication of U.S. nuclear weapons policy, lies
at the core of the concern that moves me so
deeply. This abiding faith in nuclear weapons
was inspired and is sustained by a catechism
instilled over many decades by a priesthood
who speak with great assurance and author-
ity. I was for many years among the most
avid of these keepers of the faith in nuclear
weapons, and for that I make no apology.
Like my contemporaries, I was moved by
fears and fired by beliefs that date back to
the earliest days of the atomic era. We lived
through a terror-ridden epoch punctuated by
crisis whose resolution held hostage the saga
of humankind. For us, nuclear weapons were
the savior that brought an implacable foe to
his knees in 1945 and held another at bay for
nearly a half-century. We believed that supe-
rior technology brought strategic advantage,
that greater numbers meant stronger secu-
rity, and that the ends of containment justi-
fied whatever means were necessary to
achieve them.

These are powerful, deeply rooted beliefs.
They cannot and should not be lightly dis-
missed or discounted. Strong arguments can
be made on their behalf. Throughout my pro-
fessional military career, I shared them, I
professed them and I put them into oper-
ational practice. And now it is my burden to
declare with all of the conviction I can mus-
ter that in my judgment they served us ex-
tremely ill. They account for the most se-
vere risks and most extravagant costs of the
U.S.-Soviet confrontation. They intensified
and prolonged an already acute ideological
animosity. They spawned successive genera-
tions of new and more destructive nuclear
devices and delivery systems. They gave rise
to mammoth bureaucracies with gargantuan
appetites and global agendas. They incited
primal emotions, spurred zealotry and dema-
goguery, and set in motion forces of ungov-
ernable scope and power. Most importantly,
these enduring beliefs, and the fears that un-
derlie them, perpetuate cold war policies and
practices that make no strategic sense. They
continue to entail enormous costs and ex-
pose all mankind to unconscionable dangers.
I find that intolerable. Thus, I cannot stay
silent. I know too much of these matters, the
frailties, the flaws, the failures of policy and
practice.

At the same time, I cannot overstate the
difficulty this poses for me. No one who ever
entered the nuclear arena left it with a fuller
understanding of its complexity nor greater
respect for those with whom I served its pur-
poses. I struggle constantly with the task of
articulating the evolution of my convictions
without denigrating or diminishing the mo-

tives and sacrifices of countless colleagues
with whom I lived the drama of the cold war.
I ask them and you to appreciate that my
purpose is not to accuse, but to assess, to un-
derstand and to propound the forces that
birthed the grotesque excesses and hazards of
the nuclear age. For me, that assessment
meant first coming to grips with my experi-
ence and then coming to terms with my con-
clusions.

I knew the moment I entered the nuclear
arena I had been thrust into a world beset
with tidal forces, towering egos, maddening
contradictions, alien constructs and insane
risks. Its arcane vocabulary and apocalyptic
calculus defied comprehension. Its stage was
global and its antagonists locked in a deadly
spiral of deepening rivalry. It was in every
respect a modern day holy war, a cosmic
struggle between the forces of light and
darkness. The stakes were national survival,
and the weapons of choice were eminently
suited to this scale of malevolence.

The opposing forces each created vast en-
terprises, each giving rise to a culture of
Messianic believers infused with a sense of
historic mission and schooled in unshakable
articles of faith. As my own career pro-
gressed, I was immersed in the work of all of
these cultures, either directly in those of the
Western World, or through penetrating study
of communist organizations, teachings and
practices. My responsibilities ranged from
the highly subjective, such as assessing the
values and motivation of Soviet leadership,
to the critically objective, such as preparing
weapons for operational launch. I became
steeped in the art of intelligence estimates,
the psychology of negotiations, the interplay
of bureaucracies and the impulses of indus-
try. I was engaged in the labyrinthian con-
jecture of the strategist, the exacting rou-
tines of the target planner and the demand-
ing skills of the aircrew and the missilier. I
have been a party to their history, shared
their triumphs and tragedies, witnessed he-
roic sacrifice and catastrophic failure of
both men and machines. And in the end, I
came away from it all with profound mis-
givings.

Ultimately, as I examined the course of
this journey, as the lessons of decades of in-
timate involvement took greater hold on my
intellect, I came to a set of deeply unsettling
judgements. That from the earliest days of
the nuclear era, the risks and consequences
of nuclear war have never been properly
weighed by those who brandished it. That
the stakes of nuclear war engage not just the
survival of the antagonists, but the fate of
mankind. That the likely consequences of
nuclear war have no politically, militarily or
morally acceptable justification. And there-
fore, that the threat to use nuclear weapons
is indefensible.

These judgements gave rise to an array of
inescapable questions. If this be so, what ex-
plained the willingness, no, the zeal, of le-
gions of cold warriors, civilian and military,
to not just tolerate but to multiply and to
perpetuate such risks? By what authority do
succeeding generations of leaders in the nu-
clear weapons states usurp the power to dic-
tate the odds of continued life on our planet?
Most urgently, why does such breathtaking
audacity persist at a moment when we
should stand trembling in the face of our
folly and united in our commitment to abol-
ish its most deadly manifestation?

These are not questions to be left to histo-
rians. The answers matter to us now. They
go to the heart of present day policies and
motivations. They convey lessons with im-
mediate implications for both contemporary
and aspiring nuclear states. As I distill them
from the experience of three decades in the
nuclear arena, these lessons resolve into two
fundamental conclusions.

First, I have no other way to understand
the willingness to condone nuclear weapons
except to believe they are the natural ac-
complice of visceral enmity. They thrive in
the emotional climate born of utter alien-
ation and isolation. The unbounded wanton-
ness of their effects is a perfect companion
to the urge to destroy completely. They play
on our deepest fears and pander to our dark-
est instincts. They corrode our sense of hu-
manity, numb our capacity for moral out-
rage, and make thinkable the unimaginable.
What is anguishingly clear is that these
fears and enmities are no respecter of politi-
cal systems or values. They prey on democ-
racies and totalitarian societies alike,
shrinking the norms of civilized behavior
and dimming the prospects for escaping the
savagery so powerfully imprinted in our ge-
netic code. That should give us great pause
as we imagine the task of abolition in a
world that gives daily witness to acts of un-
speakable barbarism. So should it compound
our resolve.

The evidence to support this conclusion is
palpable, but as I said at the outset of these
remarks for much of my life I saw it dif-
ferently. That was a product of my both my
citizenry and my profession. From the early
years of my childhood and through much of
my military service I saw the Soviet Union
and its allies as a demonic threat, an evil
empire bent on global domination. I was
commissioned as an officer in the United
States air force as the cold war was heating
to a fever pitch. This was a desperate time
that evoked on both sides extreme responses
in policy, in technology and in force pos-
tures: Bloody purges and political inquisi-
tions; covert intelligence schemes that
squandered lives and subverted governments;
atmospheric testing with little understand-
ing or regard for the long term effects;
threats of massive nuclear retaliation to an
ill-defined scope of potential provocations;
the forced march of inventive genius that
ushered in the missile age arm in arm with
the capacity for spontaneous, global, de-
struction; reconnaissance aircraft that
probed or violated sovereign airspace, pro-
ducing disastrous encounters; the menacing
and perilous practice of airborne alert bomb-
ers loaded with nuclear weapons.

By the early 1960’s, a superpower nuclear
arms race was underway that would lead to
a ceaseless amassing of destructive capacity,
spilling over into the arsenals of other na-
tions. Central Europe became a powder keg,
trembling under the shadow of Armageddon,
hostage to a bizarre strategy that required
the prospect of nuclear devastation as the
price of alliance. The entire world became a
stage for the U.S.–Soviet rivalry. Inter-
national organizations were paralyzed by its
grip. East-West confrontation dominated the
nation-state system. Every quarrel and con-
flict was fraught with potential for global
war.

This was the world that largely defined our
lives as American citizens. For those of us
who served in the national security arena,
the threat was omnipresent, if seemed total,
it dictated our professional preparation and
career progression, and cost the lives of tens
of thousands of men and women, in and out
of uniform. Like millions of others, I was
caught up in the holy war, inured to its costs
and consequences, trusting in the wisdom of
succeeding generations of military and civil-
ian leaders. The first requirement of uncon-
ditional belief in the efficacy of nuclear
weapons was early and perfectly met for us:
Our homeland was the target of a consuming
evil, poised to strike without warning and
without mercy.

What remained for me, as my career took
its particular course, was to master the in-
tellectual underpinning of America’s re-
sponse, the strategic foundation that today
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still stands as the central precept of the nu-
clear catechism. Reassessing its pervasive
impact on attitudes toward nuclear weapons
goes directly to my second conclusion re-
garding the willingness to tolerate the risks
of the nuclear age.

That also brings me to the focal point of
my remarks, to my purpose in coming to
this forum. For all of my years as a nuclear
strategist, operational commander and pub-
lic spokesman, I explained, justified and sus-
tained America’s massive nuclear arsenal as
a function, a necessity and a consequence of
deterrence. Bound up in this singular term,
this familiar touchstone of security dating
back to antiquity, was the intellectually
comforting and deceptively simple justifica-
tion for taking the most extreme risks and
the expenditure of trillions of dollars. It was
our shield and by extension our sword. The
nuclear priesthood extolled its virtues, and
bowed to its demands. Allies yielded grudg-
ingly to its dictates even while decrying its
risks and costs. We brandished it at our en-
emies and presumed they embraced its suici-
dal corollary of mutual assured destruction.
We ignored, discounted or dismissed its flaws
and cling still to the belief that it obtains in
a world whose security architecture has been
wholly transformed.

But now, I see it differently. Not in some
blinding revelation, but at the end of a jour-
ney, in an age of deliverance from the con-
suming tensions of the cold war. Now, with
the evidence more clear, the risks more
sharply defined and the costs more fully un-
derstood, I see deterrence in a very different
light. Appropriated from the lexicon of con-
ventional warfare, this simple prescription
for adequate military preparedness became
in the Nuclear Age a formula for unmiti-
gated catastrophe. It was premised on a lit-
any of unwarranted assumptions, unprovable
assertions and logical contradictions. It sus-
pended rational thinking about he ultimate
aim of National security: to ensure the sur-
vival of the Nation.

How is it that we subscribed to a strategy
that required near perfect understanding of
an enemy from whom we were deeply alien-
ated and largely isolated? How could we pre-
tend to understand the motivations and in-
tentions of the Soviet leadership absent any
substantive personal association? Why did
we imagine a Nation that had survived suc-
cessive invasions and mindnumbing losses
would accede to a strategy premised on fear
of Nuclear War? Deterrence in the cold war
setting was fatally flawed at the most fun-
damental level of human psychology in its
projection of Western reason through the
crazed lens of a paranoid foe. Little wonder
that intentions and motives were consist-
ently misread. Little wonder that deterrence
was the first victim of a deepening crisis,
leaving the antagonists to grope fearfully in
a fog of mutual misperception. While we
clung to the notion that Nuclear War could
be reliably deterred, Soviet leaders derived
from their historical experience the convic-
tion that such a war might be thrust upon
them and if so, mut not be lost. Driven by
that fear, they took Herculean measures to
fight and survive no matter the odds or the
costs. Deterrence was a dialogue of the blind
with the deaf. In the final analysis, it was
largely a bargain we in the West made with
ourselves.

Deterrence was flawed equally in that the
consequences of its failure were intolerable.
While the price of undeterred aggression in
the age of uniquely conventional weaponry
could be severe, history teaches that Nations
can survive and even prosper in the after-
math of unconditional defeat. Not so in the
nuclear era. Nuclear weapons give no quar-
ter. Their effects transcend time and place,
poisoning the Earth and deforming its inhab-

itants for generation upon generation. They
leave us wholly without defense, expunge all
hope for meaningful survival. They hold in
their sway not just the fate of Nations, but
the very meaning of civilization.

Deterrence failed completely as a guide in
setting rational limits on the size and com-
position of military forces. To the contrary,
its appetite was voracious, its capacity to
justify new weapons and larger stocks unre-
strained. Deterrence carried the seed, born of
an irresolvable internal contradiction, that
spurred an insatiable arms race. Nuclear de-
terrence hinges on the credibility to mount a
devastating retaliation under the most ex-
treme conditions of war initiation. Per-
versely, the redundant and survivable force
required to meet this exacting text is readily
perceived by a darkly suspicious adversary
as capable, even designed, to execute a dis-
arming first strike. Such advantage can
never be conceded between nuclear rivals. It
must be answered, reduced, nullified. Fears
are fanned, the rivalry intensified. New tech-
nology is inspired, new systems roll from
production lines. The correlation of force be-
gins to shift, and the bar of deterrence ratch-
ets higher, igniting yet another cycle of
trepidation, worst case assumptions and ever
mounting levels of destructive capability.

Thus it was that the treacherous axioms of
deterrence made seemingly reasonable nu-
clear weapon stockpiles numbering in the
tens of thousands. Despite having witnessed
the devastation wrought by two primitive
atomic devices, over the ensuing decades the
superpowers gorged themselves at the ther-
monuclear trough. A succession of leaders on
both sides of the East-West divide directed a
reckless proliferation of nuclear devices, tai-
lored for delivery by a vast array of vehicles
to a stupefying array of targets. They nur-
tured, richly rewarded, even revealed in the
industrial base required to support produc-
tion at such levels.

I was part of all of that. I was present at
the creation of many of these systems, di-
rectly responsible for prescribing and justi-
fying the requirements and technology that
made them possible. I saw the arms race
from the inside, watched as intercontinental
ballistic missiles ushered in mutual assured
destruction and multiple warhead missiles
introduced genuine fear of a nuclear first
strike. I participated in the elaboration of
basing schemes that bordered on the comical
and force levels that in retrospect defied rea-
son. I was responsible for war plans with over
12,000 targets, many struck with repeated nu-
clear blows, some to the point of complete
absurdity. I was a veteran participant in an
arena where the most destructive power ever
unleashed became the prize in a no holds
barred competition among organizations
whose principal interest was to enhance
rather than constrain its application. And
through every corridor, in every impassioned
plea, in every fevered debate range the rally-
ing cry, deterrence, deterrence, deterrence.

As nuclear weapons and actors multiplied,
deterrence took on too many names, too
many roles, overreaching an already extreme
strategic task. Surely nuclear weapons sum-
moned great caution in superpower relation-
ships. But as their numbers swelled, so
mounted the stakes of miscalculation, of a
crisis spun out of control. The exorbitant
price of nuclear war quickly exceeded the
rapidly depreciating value of a tenuous mu-
tual wariness. Invoking deterrence became a
cheap rhetorical parlor trick, a verbal
sleight of hand. Proponents persist in dress-
ing it up to court changing times and
temperaments, hemming and re-hemming to
fit shrinking or distorted threats.

Deterrence is a slippery conceptual slope.
It is not stable, nor is it static, its wiles can-
not be contained. It is both master and slave.

It seduces the scientist yet bends to his cre-
ation. It serves the ends of evil as well as
those of noble intent. It holds guilty the in-
nocent as well as the culpable. It gives easy
semantic cover to nuclear weapons, masking
the horrors of employment with siren veils
of infallibility. At best it is a gamble no
mortal should pretend to make. At worst it
invokes death on a scale rivaling the power
of the creator.

Is it any wonder that at the end of my
journey I am moved so strongly to retrace
its path, to examine more closely the evi-
dence I would or could not see? I hear not the
voices long ignored, the warnings muffled by
the still lingering animosities of the cold
war. I see with painful clarity that from the
very beginnings of the nuclear era. The ob-
jective scrutiny and searching debate essen-
tial to adequate comprehension and respon-
sible oversight of its vast enterprises were
foreshortened or foregone. The cold light of
dispassionate scrutiny was shuttered in the
name of security, doubts dismissed in the
name of an acute and unrelenting threat, ob-
jections overruled by the incantations of the
nuclear priesthood.

The penalties proved to be severe. Vitally
important decisions were routinely taken
without adequate understanding, assertions
too often prevailed over analysis, require-
ments took on organizational biases, techno-
logical opportunity and corporate profit
drove force levels and capability, and politi-
cal opportunism intruded on calculations of
military necessity. Authority and account-
ability were severed, policy dissociated from
planning, and theory invalidated by practice.
The narrow concerns of a multitude of pow-
erful interests intruded on the rightful role
of key policymakers, constraining their lati-
tude for decision. Many were simply denied
access to critical information essential to
the proper exercise of their office.

Over time, planning was increasingly
distanced and ultimately disconnected from
any sense of scientific or military reality. In
the end, the nuclear powers, great and small,
created astronomically expensive infrastruc-
tures, monolithic bureaucracies and complex
processes that defied control or comprehen-
sion. Only now are the dimensions, costs and
risks of these nuclear nether worlds coming
to light. What must now be better-under-
stood are the root causes, the mindsets and
the belief systems that brought them into
existence. They must be challenged, they
must be refuted, but most importantly, they
must be let go. The era that gave them cre-
dence, accepted their dominion and yielded
to their excesses is fast receding.

But it is not yet over. Sad to say, the Cold
War lives on in the minds of those who can-
not let go the fears, the beliefs, and the en-
mities born of the nuclear age. They cling to
deterrence, clutch its tattered promise to
their breast, shake it wistfully at bygone ad-
versaries and balefully at new or imagined
ones. They are gripped still by its awful will-
ingness not simply to tempt the apocalypse
but to prepare its way.

What better illustration of misplaced faith
in nuclear deterrence than the persistent be-
lief that retaliation with nuclear weapons is
a legitimate and appropriate response to
post-cold war threats posed by weapons of
mass destruction. What could possibly jus-
tify our resort to the very means we properly
abhor and condemn? Who can imagine our
joining in shattering the precedent of non-
use that has held for over fifty years? How
could America’s irreplaceable role as leader
of the campaign against nuclear prolifera-
tion ever be re-justified? What target would
warrant such retaliation? Would we hold an
entire society accountable for the decision of
a single demented leader? How would the
physical effects of the nuclear explosion be
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contained, not to mention the political and
moral consequences? In a singular act we
would martyr our enemy, alienate our
friends, give comfort to the non-declared nu-
clear states and impetus to states who seek
such weapons covertly. In short, such a re-
sponse on the part of the United States is in-
conceivable. It would irretrievably diminish
our priceless stature as a nation noble in as-
piration and responsible in conduct, even in
the face of extreme provocation.

And as a nation we have no greater respon-
sibility than to bring the nuclear era to a
close. Our present policies, plans and pos-
tures governing nuclear weapons make us
prisoner still to an age of intolerable danger.
We cannot at once keep sacred the miracle of
existence and hold sacrosanct the capacity
to destroy it. We cannot hold hostage to sov-
ereign gridlock the keys to final deliverance
from the nuclear nightmare. We cannot
withhold the resources essential to break its
grip, to reduce its dangers. We cannot sit in
silent acquiescence to the faded homilies of
the nuclear priesthood. It is time to reassert
the primacy of individual conscience, the
voice of reason and the rightful interests of
humanity.

f

IRAQ POLICY

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, the
world witnessed a diplomatic success in
United Nation’s Secretary General Kofi
Annan’s trip to Baghdad last weekend.
We saw a successful conclusion to an
episode that has been and probably will
continue to be a very long drama of
confrontation with Iraq. This success is
not due solely to Mr. Annan’s consider-
able powers of persuasion. Mr. Annan’s
mission was backed by force—by the
real, credible potential for violent pun-
ishment from U.S. forces if a diplo-
matic solution was not achieved. He
said this about his successful negotia-
tions: ‘‘You can do a lot with diplo-
macy, but of course you can do a lot
more with diplomacy backed up by
firmness and force.’’ It takes nothing
away from Mr. Annan’s success to note
he shares star billing as a peacemaker
with the soldiers, sailors, airmen and
marines of the United States.

The smile of diplomacy combined
with the force of the gun has produced
an offer from Baghdad to allow U.N.
weapons inspectors into sites pre-
viously denied to them by the Iraqi
government. For the moment there is
hope that air strikes to reduce Iraq’s
capacity to use weapons of mass de-
struction will not be needed. Grate-
fully, for now, we will not again be wit-
nesses to the necessary violence of
combat. The images of war, which in-
creasingly shape and limit our national
tolerance for war, will thankfully not
supplant Seinfeld on our TV screens
this week.

And yet our gratitude for peace is
not entirely satisfying. A sour taste re-
mains in our mouths. We wonder again
if Saddam Hussein has got the better of
us. The question nags: Did we win a
diplomatic battle but not the war?
These feelings and this question flow
from our national discussion of Iraq
policy over the past several weeks, es-
pecially the growing realization that
America should not deal with the Iraq

problem episodically, but rather with
finality, even if greater effort is re-
quired.

This problem was eloquently stated
last Wednesday at Ohio State Univer-
sity by a veteran. He said:

I spent twenty years in the military; my
oldest son spent twenty-five; my youngest
son died in Vietnam; six months later, his
first cousin died in Vietnam. We stood in the
gap. If push comes to shove and Saddam will
not back down, will not allow or keep his
word, are we ready and willing to send the
troops in? You see, I have no problem with
asking any one of these guys in the Armed
Forces to stand in the gap for me now, that
we stood in the gap back then. . . . I think all
of Congress wants to know. Are we willing to
send troops in and finish the job, or are we
going to do it [half-hearted] like we’ve done
before?

Mr. President, this veteran speaks
for me. He gave the nation a clarion
call to finish the job. It falls to us to
determine what finishing the job
means. We must do so with the under-
standing that wherever and however we
stand in the gap, our stand and our ac-
tions will be globally public. All of us
who are given power by the Constitu-
tion to declare war and raise armies
must take note of how much is won or
lost over the airwaves.

We will not restrict the flow of im-
ages in the next war as we have in the
past. The recently released CIA report
on the Bay of Pigs thirty-six years
after the report was written, represents
the old way of making: war in secret.
The new way is portable video cameras
and satellite communications opening
the battlefield to full view. And victory
may hinge more on the impressions of
the battle conveyed through the media
than on the effect of the combatants
themselves. Even if the struggle is only
diplomatic, it is no less public and
global, and the impression made on the
public who witness the struggle
through the media is at least as impor-
tant as the diplomatic outcome.

Television images are powerful and
effect all who watch. Two and one-half
billion people watched Princess Diana’s
funeral. Perhaps as many watched the
war of words between the U.S. and Iraq.
I am concerned that to date, we may be
losing this battle of the airwaves. A
ruthless dictator who has starved and
brutalized and robbed his people for
over twenty years actually appears in
some media to be more interested in
the welfare of his people than do we. To
win, we must have an objective that is
clear, will justify war’s violence if war
comes, and will enable us to rally
world opinion. We need a mission that
puts us in the gap not just to reduce a
threat but to liberate a people and
make a whole region secure and pros-
perous. We need a cause which will
unite moral leaders like Nelson
Mandela, and Vaclav Havel with other
political and military leaders. We need
an objective which will permanently
remove the threat the Iraqi dictator-
ship poses to the United States, to our
allies, to our interests, to its neigh-
bors, and to its own people.

The containment of Iraq—although it
has been a success—cannot be such a
cause. Containment reduced the Iraqi
military threat and introduced
UNSCOM inspections, which are our
principal means of limiting Saddam’s
production of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. But the ultimate failure of con-
tainment is signaled by the word ‘‘re-
duce’’ as a policy goal. With biological
weapons, reduction or limitation are
not sufficient. We need to be sure such
weapons are eliminated from Saddam’s
arsenal. To ‘‘reduce’’ is not enough.

Let me say a word about the fear
that has been aroused over the poten-
tial of biological weapons, both Iraqi
weapons and possibly such weapons in
the hands of terrorists in this country.
Fear is a natural reaction, but fear is
also the great debilitator. Fear keeps
us from taking necessary action. We
must manage our fears, we must keep
fear from paralyzing us, and we must
realistically measure the threat posed
by these weapons. If we are to truly
stand in the gap with regard to Iraq, we
must do something hard: we must have
a broader perspective than just alter-
ing our fear of biological weapons. We
must transcend that fear and convert
it into a hope for freedom. A demo-
cratic Iraq is certainly in our interest,
an Iraq free of weapons of mass de-
struction is certainly in our interest,
but it is above all for the sake of the
Iraqis that we must replace Saddam.

A review of what Saddam has done to
his people underscores the need to re-
move him. After over 20 years of Sad-
dam, it is hard to recall that Iraq was
once the heart of the Fertile Crescent,
a country blessed with oil resources,
rich agricultural potential, and a vi-
brant middle class. Through a disas-
trous war with Iran and then the inva-
sion of Kuwait, Saddam mortgaged and
then caused the destruction of much of
Iraq’s oil capacity. Through static eco-
nomic policies, he marginalized a mid-
dle class which has since been almost
wiped out by the effect of sanctions,
which is to say, by the effect of
Saddam’s behavior. Per capita income
in Iraq has dropped from $2,900 in 1989
to $60 today, in currency terms. The
dinar, which was worth three dollars in
1989, is now at the rate of 1,500 to one
dollar. Iraqis have seen their salaries
drop to five dollars a month, and their
pensions evaporate. We are also famil-
iar with the starvation and the perma-
nent health crisis he imposes on his
people while he builds palaces and
other grandiose monuments to himself.

Saddam’s policies have killed hun-
dreds of thousands of Iranians and
Iraqis and thousands of Kuwaiti citi-
zens, many of whom are still unac-
counted for. His reign of terror contin-
ues to kill, including between 500 and
1,200 prisoners murdered in his prisons
last December. His weapons of mass de-
struction, with which we are too famil-
iar, were tested on living human
beings, according to British press re-
ports. In sum, if there is a dictator in
the world who needs to be removed, it
is Saddam Hussein.
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